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Introduction {#sec005}
============

To obtain accurate transbulbar ultrasonographic measurements the investigator must be familiar with the anatomical structures inside the orbit. Both the optic nerve (ON) and the optic nerve sheath (ONS) appear as hypoechogenic structures. The ON is separated from the ONS by the perineural space (PNS) which is a hyperechogenic layer surrounding the ON ([Fig 1](#pone.0228242.g001){ref-type="fig"}) \[[@pone.0228242.ref001]\].

![The upper transbulbar ultrasound image was recorded at baseline ICP--the lower image was recorded at ICP of 40mmHg.\
All measurements were obtained 3 mm behind the papilla as indicated by the two stars connected with the dotted line. Optic nerve diameter increased from 0.36 cm to 0.48 cm as illustrated by the black arrow. Optic nerve sheath diameter increased from 0.79 cm to 0.86 cm as illustrated by the white arrow. In both ultrasound images the lens was bypassed in order to obtain the most accurate display of the posterior structures of the eye. Further both images are made by using a zoom box of 2 cm size.](pone.0228242.g001){#pone.0228242.g001}

Several studies have shown that the diameter of the optic nerve sheath (ONS) correlates with changes in intracranial pressure (ICP) \[[@pone.0228242.ref002]--[@pone.0228242.ref004]\]. In critically ill patients, relative but not absolute ICP changes can be monitored bedside using ultrasound \[[@pone.0228242.ref005]--[@pone.0228242.ref007]\]. Hansen et al. studied ONS changes in patients undergoing lumbar infusion tests when cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) pressure was gradually raised. This was associated with a linear increase in ONS \[[@pone.0228242.ref008]\]. In a porcine model, a balloon catheter in the superior vena cava led to elevated cephalic venous pressure with consecutive ICP increase which could be tracked by increasing ONS diameter \[[@pone.0228242.ref009]\]. Further dynamic ONS assessment has been used in the diagnosis of spontaneous intracranial hypotension by determining the respective change between supine and upright body position \[[@pone.0228242.ref010]\].

So far, studies have not differentiated changes in diameter of ON and PNS with increasing ICP. Since PNS is a subarachnoid cistern, one would assume that acute ICP changes expand this CSF filled space. On the other hand, capillaries and venules within ON may become congested with increasing ICP and ON diameter may therefore increase as well. The aim of our study is to characterize the individual behaviour of ON and PNS with increasing ICP levels. We hypothesized that both ON and PNS diameter increase with increasing ICP.

Further we aimed to assess the accuracy and the reproducibility of transbulbar ultrasonography by measuring the intra- and inter-investigator variability.

Materials and methods {#sec006}
=====================

The study was performed in accordance with the Swiss national guidelines for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, National Academy of Sciences (1996). An approval of the Commission of Animal Experimentation of the Canton Bern, Switzerland was obtained (approval number BE 40/16). This manuscript adheres to the applicable ARRIVE guidelines.

In compliance with the three R principle, the same group of pigs were subject to three different, unrelated studies, all involving ultrasound. First, a study investigating muscle compartment pressure in both lower legs was conducted \[[@pone.0228242.ref011]\]. After a stabilisation phase and establishment of a second baseline, a study on abdominal pressure was obtained \[[@pone.0228242.ref012]\]. Finally, this present study was performed.

Animal preparation {#sec007}
------------------

Pigs were chosen because of their size which allowed instrumentation similar to that in humans. Animal preparation was described in detail previously \[[@pone.0228242.ref011]--[@pone.0228242.ref013]\]. In brief, 8 domestic pigs (weight 39±2kg (mean±SD)) were anesthetized using 20mg/kg ketamine and 2mg/kg xylazine intramuscularly. Midazolam (0.5mg/kg) and atropine (0.02mg/kg) were administrated and the animals were orally intubated. An intravascular catheter was placed in the left internal carotid artery in order to invasively monitor blood pressure.

At the end of the experiment a bolus of 40 mmol potassium chloride was given to sacrifice the animal.

Hemodynamic monitoring {#sec008}
----------------------

Pulse oximetry and arterial pressure (MAP) were recorded with pressure transducers (xtrans®, Codan Medical, Germany). The recorded values were displayed continuously on a multi-modular monitor (S/5 Critical Care Monitor®; Datex-Ohmeda, GE Healthcare, Helsinki, Finland).

External ventricular drain placement {#sec009}
------------------------------------

The pigs were positioned in a left lateral decubitus position for all subsequent study interventions and measurements. A right-sided external ventricular drain catheter with a bolt-kit system for fixation and an air-pouch balloon situated at the tip for ICP measurement (Silverline-Bolt-Kit-catheter^®^; Spiegelberg GmbH&Co.KG; Hamburg, Germany) was placed in the third ventricle as described elsewhere \[[@pone.0228242.ref014]\]. In brief, a 7cm midline skin incision over the frontal and parietal bones was made and the sagittal and coronary sutures were exposed. A manually operated twist drill was used to place the burr hole 1cm lateral to the sagittal suture at the upper part of the frontal bone. The dura was perforated and the bolt was fixed with its trajectory aiming towards the midline at an angle of 90° against the frontal bone. Then, the EVD catheter was carefully inserted until CSF could be extracted. Insertion depth was typically 6.5 to 7 cm. For continuous ICP measurement an ICP monitor (Spiegelberg GmbH&Co.KG; Hamburg, Germany) was used. The ventricular drain was connected to an external drainage and monitoring system (Duet External Drainage and Monitoring System^®^, Medtronic Inc., Minneapolis, Minnesota, USA). In order to ascertain stable ICP levels the EVD catheter was connected to a surge chamber filled with normal saline. By adjusting the height of this surge chamber the respective ICP levels were obtained.

Ultrasound measurements {#sec010}
-----------------------

Ultrasound examinations were performed using a Philips iU22 ultrasound machine (Philips healthcare, Andover, MA, USA) with a 7-17MHz linear array transducer (L15-7io). The mechanical index was set at 0.3 \[[@pone.0228242.ref014]--[@pone.0228242.ref016]\]. Ultrasound loops were recorded at baseline and 10 minutes after achieving stable ICP target values of 20, 30, 40, 50 and 60 mm Hg. At each ICP step, three consecutive ultrasound examinations were conducted. Transbulbar sonography was only performed on the right side since all pigs were positioned in a left lateral decubitus position. All ultrasound loops were analysed offline by two investigators who were blinded to the intracranial pressure level and to the animal. As per convention, the diameters of interest (optic nerve and optic nerve sheath) were measured 3 mm behind the papilla \[[@pone.0228242.ref002], [@pone.0228242.ref003]\]. The average of the means of the three consecutive measurements from each investigator was used. The diameter of the perineural space (PNS) was calculated by subtracting the diameters of ON from ONS.

The areas of ON and ONS at baseline and at ICP values of 60 mmHg were calculated using the formula area = π / diameter ^2^. The area of the perineural space was calculated by subtracting the optic nerve area from the optic nerve sheath area.

Statistical analysis {#sec011}
--------------------

Despite normal data distribution (Shapiro-Wilk-Test), values are displayed as median, range and 95% confidence intervals for better interpretation of data distribution. The effect of increasing intracranial pressure on the different diameters was assessed using Friedman Test. In order to determine at which ICP the diameter became significantly different compared to baseline, each consecutive ICP value was compared to baseline using Dunn's test for multiple comparisons. Regression analysis were used for identifying the relationship between intracranial pressure and ultrasound assessments. Intra- and inter-investigator comparisons were made using coefficients of variation. ANOVA for repeated measurements with two within-group factors (ICP level and investigator) was used to assess a possible interaction of investigator and diameter with increasing ICP levels. Standard statistical software package was used for analysis of data (GraphPad Prism 8, GraphPad Software, USA).

Results {#sec012}
=======

Placement of the external ventricular drain catheter was successful in all eight animals. Median baseline ICP was 8 mmHg (range 6 to 12 mmHg). Hemodynamic characteristics for each ICP level are presented in [Table 1](#pone.0228242.t001){ref-type="table"}. The sonographic measurements could be obtained for every ICP level in all animals. The inter-investigator coefficient of variation was 2.3% (range 0% - 9.4%). The intra-investigator coefficient of variation was 8% (range 0% - 21%). Details are presented in [Table 2](#pone.0228242.t002){ref-type="table"}.

10.1371/journal.pone.0228242.t001

###### Cardiopulmonary characteristics.

![](pone.0228242.t001){#pone.0228242.t001g}

  Stage ICP                    Baseline         20                30               40                50                60                Friedmann Test
  ---------------------------- ---------------- ----------------- ---------------- ----------------- ----------------- ----------------- ----------------
  **MAP (mmHg)**               82 \[79--108\]   82 \[71--105\]    89 \[72--122\]   105 \[76--158\]   110 \[79--179\]   156 \[79--203\]   p = 0.006
  **Heart rate (beats/min)**   88 \[76--123\]   101 \[94--132\]   97 \[78--155\]   126 \[81--156\]   118 \[79--206\]   137 \[83--250\]   p = 0.172
  **CPP (mmHg)**               75 \[72--103\]   62 \[51--85\]     59 \[42--92\]    65 \[36--118\]    60 \[29--129\]    98 \[19--143\]    p = 0.255
  **pCO2 (mmHg)**              39 \[35--41\]    38 \[34--41\]     38 \[37--39\]    38 \[36--40\]     38 \[37--40\]     40 \[38--44\]     p = 0.258

MAP = mean arterial pressure. CPP = cerebral perfusion pressure. Values are given as median and range.

10.1371/journal.pone.0228242.t002

###### Inter- and intra-investigator coefficients of variation.

![](pone.0228242.t002){#pone.0228242.t002g}

                                                        optic nerve diameter   optic nerve sheath diameter   all structures
  ----------------------------------------------------- ---------------------- ----------------------------- --------------------
  Inter-investigator coefficient of variation overall   2.7% \[0.3--9.4%\]     2.2% \[0--8.6%\]              2.3% \[0--9.4%\]
  Baseline ICP level                                    3.0% \[0.3--7.7%\]     1.5% \[0--6%\]                2.2% \[0--7.7%\]
  ICP level 20mmHg                                      4.5% \[0.9--9.4%\]     2.9% \[1.3--5.7%\]            4.0% \[0.9--9.4%\]
  ICP level 30mmHg                                      2.4% \[1.3--8.1%\]     1.9% \[0.1--5.2%\]            2.1% \[0.1--8.1%\]
  ICP level 40mmHg                                      3.6% \[1.3--6.3%\]     7.7% \[0.3--8.6%\]            3.8% \[0.3--8.6%\]
  ICP level 50mmHg                                      1.8% \[1.1--7.8%\]     2.8% \[0.1--8.3%\]            2.1% \[0.1--8.3%\]
  ICP level 60mmHg                                      1.3% \[0.3--6.3%\]     2.4% \[0.2--7.7%\]            1.7% \[0.2--7.7%\]
  Intra-investigator coefficient of variation overall   10% \[1--21%\]         5% \[0--20%\]                 8% \[0--21%\]
  Baseline ICP level                                    8.5% \[3--21%\]        7.5% \[0--15%\]               7.5% \[0--21%\]
  ICP level 20mmHg                                      10.5% \[2--18%\]       5.5% \[2--14%\]               7.0% \[2--18%\]
  ICP level 30mmHg                                      9.5% \[1--17%\]        4.0% \[1--14%\]               7.5% \[1--17%\]
  ICP level 40mmHg                                      7.5% \[3--16%\]        3.5% \[1--18%\]               5.0% \[1--18%\]
  ICP level 50mmHg                                      7.0% \[1--17%\]        5.0% \[0--15%\]               7.0% \[0--17%\]
  ICP level 60mmHg                                      5.5% \[0--21%\]        6.0% \[1--20%\]               5.5% \[0--21%\]

ICP = intracranial pressure. All structures = optic nerve diameter and optic nerve sheath diameter. Values are given as median and \[range\]

The diameters of the ON (baseline diameters 95% CI 0.33 cm to 0.45 cm to diameters at ICP 60 mmHg 95% CI 0.57 cm to 0.82 cm) and ONS (baseline diameters 95% CI 0.79 cm to 0.98 cm to diameters at ICP 60mmHg 95% CI 1.02cm to 1.38cm) increased significantly with increasing ICP level (p \<0.002, full range of values [Fig 2](#pone.0228242.g002){ref-type="fig"}). However the diameter of the perineural space (baseline diameter 95% CI 0.40 cm to 0.59 cm to diameters at ICP 60 95% CI 0.38 cm to 0.62 cm) did not change significantly (p = 0.399). Multiple comparisons allowed differentiation between baseline (95% CI 0.34 cm to 0.45 cm) and values ≥40 mmHg for ON (95% CI 0.51cm to 0.66cm; p = 0.017) and between baseline (95% CI 0.79 cm to 0.98 cm) and values ≥50 mmHg for ONS (95% CI 1.02 cm to 1.34 cm; p = 0.006). The increase of ICP was paralleled by a linear increase of diameters of both ON (R^2^ = 0.513, p\<0.0001) and ONS (p R^2^ = 0.364, \<0.0001) however not for the PNS (R^2^ = 0.047, p = 0.152).

![Individual values of all eight pigs concerning optic nerve diameter, optic nerve sheath diameter and perineural space diameter for the respective ICP levels.\
Left row illustrates measurements from investigator 1. Right row measurements from investigator 2.](pone.0228242.g002){#pone.0228242.g002}

ANOVA for repeated measurements showed a significant effect of ICP level on OND (p = 0.031) but neither a significant effect of investigator (p = 0.063), nor an interaction between the two (p = 0.089).

The median optic nerve area increased from 10.2 mm^2^ at baseline to 36.3 mm^2^ at ICP level of 60mmHg. The median optic nerve sheath area increased from 60.8 mm^2^ at baseline to 120.8 mm^2^ at ICP level of 60mmHg. The calculated perineural space area increased from 50.6 mm^2^ at baseline to 84.5 mm^2^ at ICP level of 60mmHg.

Discussion {#sec013}
==========

This porcine study confirms that ultrasound measurements of the ONS diameter increase and correlate with increasing ICP. This is in line with results published in humans and pigs \[[@pone.0228242.ref002], [@pone.0228242.ref003], [@pone.0228242.ref009]\].

When analyzing the two different components of the ONS diameter--the optic nerve and the perineural space diameter--ONS diameter expansion can exclusively be attributed to an increase in ON diameter while the perineural space diameter shows no significant expansion. The finding that optic nerve diameter increased to a larger extent as the CSF filled perineural space diameter is unexpected. The following factors could have attributed to this finding: Capillaries and venules within the ON may have become congested. Of note, pigs have twice as many capillaries within ON compared to humans \[[@pone.0228242.ref017]\]. While mean arterial pressure significantly increased with increasing ICP, CPP remained unchanged up to ICP values of 50 mmHg, suggesting that cerebral perfusion probably did not increase with increasing ICP. In contrast, there is evidence that cerebral perfusion is limited by cerebral venous outflow when CPP is below 60--70 mmHg \[[@pone.0228242.ref018]\]. In our experiment, median CPP values were between 59 and 65 mmHg with ICP values between 20 and 50 mmHg. It is therefore conceivable that venous congestion contributed to the increase in ON diameter. Further, increasing ICP may amplify the effect of venostasis on optic nerve swelling. Diminished cerebral venous return can also be partially explained by the fact that head and the upper part of the bodies were not elevated in our pig model as opposed to standard clinical practice with head elevation in patients experiencing elevated intracranial pressure.

So far most published literature consider CSF shifts as a change detectable by ultrasound and therefore the focus is on optic nerve sheath diameter without measuring optic nerve diameter\[[@pone.0228242.ref003], [@pone.0228242.ref019]\].

However optic nerve diameter measurements have been assessed and validated. A high intra- and interobserver reliability was documented for OND measurements in healthy subjects\[[@pone.0228242.ref020]\]. In patients with multiple sclerosis OND can depict optic nerve atrophy\[[@pone.0228242.ref021]\]. Two studies conducted in patients with idiopathic intracranial hypertension found no significant difference in optic nerve diameter between control groups and patients with elevated intracranial pressure\[[@pone.0228242.ref022], [@pone.0228242.ref023]\]. However intracranial pressure levels in these studies were mildly to maximum moderately increased (ICP levels between 18 and 25 mmHg). Given the much smaller diameter of optic nerve compared with optic nerve sheath, differences might have been too small to be detected. We acknowledge, that in our study the increases in ON diameter became statistically significant only at ICP values of ≥40 mmHg. The study from Topcuoglo M et al measured different diameters within the orbit in brain death and non brain death patients\[[@pone.0228242.ref001]\]. Optic nerve diameter was significantly larger (p \< 0.001) in brain death patients compared to non brain death patients. This finding might support our finding that also non cerebrospinal fluid changes attributed to elevated intracranial pressure can be detected by measuring optic nerve diameter using transbulbar ultrasound.

Since all measurements were obtained within minutes after the establishment of a new ICP level, the adaptive processes in cerebrospinal fluid and blood circulation may not have occurred yet. This might be particularly true for the cerebrospinal fluid circulation with its slow and steady production \[[@pone.0228242.ref024]\]. Despite stable perineural space diameter the area of the perineural space still increases due to the increase of inner and outer circumference of the perineural space.

Our study and therefore our findings have clear limitations. First it is an animal study with inherent problems in transmissibility to humans. The differences in optic nerve vascularization might have significantly influenced our findings. Our setup investigated only short term changes, and there is an ongoing debate about what ICP model is the most accurate one. Many different models with different advantages and disadvantaged have been proposed such as infusion of artificial CSF through a cannula placed in the subdural/subarachnoid space \[[@pone.0228242.ref025], [@pone.0228242.ref026]\], insertion and inflation of a balloon catheter into the ventricle system \[[@pone.0228242.ref026]\] or in the subdural space \[[@pone.0228242.ref027], [@pone.0228242.ref028]\], infusion of saline through an intra-parenchymal catheter \[[@pone.0228242.ref028], [@pone.0228242.ref029]\] and infusion of Hartmann solution in the lumbar subarachnoid space \[[@pone.0228242.ref029], [@pone.0228242.ref030]\] or reduction of cerebral venous return \[[@pone.0228242.ref009], [@pone.0228242.ref030]\]. Although we confirmed the linear increase of ONS diameter with ICP, our method was not able to indicate threshold values for increases in ICP below 40 mmHg, which limits the usefulness of the method in clinical practice.

One strength of our study is the fact that we were well able to control and obtain stable ICP levels and that we performed measurements over a very wide ICP range including very high ICP levels. Further, the investigators were blinded to the respective ICP levels when analyzing the ultrasound loops. The reasonably small coefficients of variation for inter-investigators indicate that the method used is accurate \[[@pone.0228242.ref007], [@pone.0228242.ref031]\].

Our findings should be confirmed in humans with increased ICP.

Conclusion {#sec014}
==========

In a porcine ICP model, the diameter of the optic nerve correlates linearly with ICP and can be reliably measured using transbulbar ultrasonography. The increase of the ONS diameter can be mainly attributed to an increase of the ON. In contrast, the diameter of the perineural space does not correlate with ICP.

Supporting information {#sec015}
======================
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Fig 1: The upper transbulbar ultrasound image was recorded at baseline ICP -- the lower image was recorded at ICP of 40mmHg. All measurements were obtained 3 mm behind the papilla as indicated by the two stars connected with the dotted line. Optic nerve diameter increased from 0.36 cm to 0.48 cm as illustrated by the black arrow. Op-tic nerve sheath diameter increased from 0.79 cm to 0.86 cm as illustrated by the white arrow.
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Reviewer comment

6\. What methods were employed to ensure the ICP readings were accurate? Was there any calibration performed. Were the ICP waveforms evaluated for responsiveness to physiological changes in pulse and respiration to determine the accuracy and patency of the transduction system?

Response

For ICP-monitoring a bolt-kit silver-bearing EVD catheter system (Silverline-Bolt-Kit-catheter; Spiegelberg GmbH & Co. KG; Hamburg, Germany) was implanted. This cathe-ter type is equipped with an intraparenchymal/intraventricular ICP measurement sys-tem via an air-pouch mounted close to the tip of the drainage catheter. The air-pouch is connected via a separate lumen to a standalone ICP monitor. This monitor itself is connected to the multi-modular monitor (S/5 Critical Care Monitor®; Datex-Ohmeda, GE Healthcare, Helsinki, Finland) where the ICP waveform is displayed. The Spiegel-berg ICP measurement system has an automatic calibration algorhythm and a ne-glectable drift over time. In addition, conventional ICP measurement is also possible via the drainage catheter. After implantation of the EVD catheter, the ICP measured with the Spiegelberg monitor was compared with the conventional ICP measurement via the CSF coupled pressure transducer to check for accuracy. Furthermore, the ICP waveform was evaluated for responsiveness to manoevers reducing the venous back flow. For the further experimental procedures, the Spiegelberg ICP monitoring system was used.

Reviewer comment

7\. Page 10 , line 1, \"perineural space\" I believe this is an error and should be \"optic nerve sheath\" please check.

Response

Given that the effective area (see calculations below) of the perineural space increas-es, the statement is correct. However in order to clarify and specify this we have changed the sentence from "Despite stable perineural space diameter the area of the perineural space still increases due to the overall increase of the combined diameters of the ON and perineural space" to "Despite stable perineural space diameter the area of the perineural space still increases due to the increase of inner and outer circumfer-ence of the perineural space" .

Calculations:

Calculating the areas of the components ON and ONS from baseline to values at 60 mmHg using the formula area = π / diameter 2 results in the following values:

Area ON (optic nerve) at baseline = 10.2 mm2

Area ON (optic nerve) at ICP 60 mmHg = 36.3 mm2

Area ONS (optic nerve sheath) at baseline = 60.8 mm2

Area ONS (optic nerve sheath) at 60 mmHg = 120.8 mm2

The area of the perineural space can be calculated by subtracting the optic nerve area from the optic nerve sheath area. This results in the following values:

Area PNS (perineural space) at baseline = 50.6 mm2

Area PNS (perineural space) at 60 mmHg = 84.5 mm2

We have further tried to emphasize this finding by integrating the calculation and the results of the respective changes of the different areas into the manuscript.

Reviewer comment

8\. The discussion is inadequate with regards to the measurement of optic nerve diame-ter. Please elaborate on why this structure has not been measured before, or whether it has in humans and or animals in relationship to the ICP, or even as an anatomical measurement with ultrasound. Consider incorporating the article, \"Chen, Q et al High-resolution transbulbar ultrasonography helping differentiate intracranial hypertension in bilateral optic disc oedema patients. Acta Ophthalmologica. 2017

Response

Thank you for providing this interesting reference article. It is in fact difficult to find op-tic nerve diameter measurements in articles concerning transbulbar sonography. It is somewhat hard to elaborate the reasons for that. The most obvious explanation might be that no difference in optic nerve diameter was found which was also the case in the paper from "Chen et al". Most studies on transbulbar sonography were conducted in patients with mild to maximally moderately increased ICP levels. Given the much smaller diameter of the optic nerve compared with the optic nerve sheath differences might be missed in these ICP ranges. In the present study, the increase in ON was significant only with ICP levels ≥40 mmHg Further, most authors only considered the cerebrospinal fluid shifts as a change detectable by ultrasound and they therefore fo-cused on optic nerve sheath diameter changes only.

The article from "Topcuoglo M et al, Transorbital Ultrasonographic Measurements of Optic Nerve Sheath Diameter in Brain Death. Journal Neuroimaging. 20151" measured optic nerve diameter and optic nerve sheath diameter in brain-death and non brain-death patients. Optic nerve diameter was significantly larger (p \< 0.001) in brain-death patients compared to non brain-death patients. This finding might support our finding that also non cerebrospinal fluid changes attributed to elevated intracranial pressure can be detected by transbulbar ultrasound by measuring optic nerve diameter.

We have adjusted the discussion part of the manuscript. The abstract related to your comment reads as follows:

So far most published literature consider CSF shifts as a change detectable by ultra-sound and therefore the focus is on optic nerve sheath diameter without measuring optic nerve diameter2,3.

However optic nerve diameter measurements have been assessed and validated. A high intra- and interobserver reliability was documented for OND measurements in healthy subjects4. In patients with multiple sclerosis OND can depict optic nerve atro-phy5. Two studies conducted in patients with idiopathic intracranial hypertension found no significant difference in optic nerve diameter between control groups and patients with elevated intracranial pressure6,7. However intracranial pressure levels in these studies were mildly to maximum moderately increased (ICP levels between 18 and 25 mmHg). Given the much smaller diameter of optic nerve compared with optic nerve sheath, differences might have been too small to be detected. We acknowledge, that in our study the increases in ON diameter became statistically significant only at ICP values of ≥40 mmHg. The study from Topcuoglo M et al measured different diame-ters within the orbit in brain death and non brain death patients1. Optic nerve diameter was significantly larger (p \< 0.001) in brain death patients compared to non brain death patients. This finding might support our finding that also non cerebrospinal fluid changes attributed to elevated intracranial pressure can be detected by measuring op-tic nerve diameter using transbulbar ultrasound.

Reviewer comment

9\. page 9, \"Further, elevated ICP levels cause additional vasogenic edema\...\" I do not understand the physiological mechanism referred to here. Vasogenic edema does not accompany all ICP elevation, especially if the ICP elevation does not disrupt the blood brain barrier, consider omitted this statement or clarifying it.

Response

We have omitted this statement due to your valid comment. Thank you.

Reviewer comment

10\.

Please correct multiple typographical errors for example\...

pg 4, line 83, \"intracompartimental\"

Pg 9, line 8, \"extend\" should be \"extent\"

pg 9, \"liquor\" is usually referred to cerebrospinal fluid, please correct

Response

We have thoroughly reviewed the manuscript with regards to typographical errors. We thankfully integrated your corrections.

Reviewer \#2:

Reviewer comment

Reviewer \#2: Thanks for the opportunity to review this article. Since the entire work is relying on ultrasound image-based measurement values, it is imperative that repre-sentative images are shown, along with the measurement points. This is even more important since 40 kg porcine optic nerve at baseline should be smaller (human ON rarely exceeds 3 mm). The diagram (Figure 1) is clearly insufficient.

Porcine optic nerve imaging is very difficult due to a number of impediments, including positional instability of the eyes, near-impossibility to bypass the large lens, limited probe positioning options, and others. These difficulties, combined with unexpected results, make it even more important for the reader to see the actual images of the measured structures with the measuring technique.

Response

Thank you for your valid comment.

We have included the following figure showing two actual ultrasound images with the relevant anatomy marked with arrows and stars. One image was recorded at baseline ICP (9 mmHg) and the second one at an ICP of 40mmHg. We have therefore excluded the previous schematic figure 1.

As pointed out in the discussion our findings and our setup have clear limitations in-cluding inherent problems in transmissibility to humans. The differences in optic nerve vascularization might have significantly influenced our findings. However our setup with stable left lateral decubitus position and deep sedation of the animals might have facilitated the difficulties that you had pointed out. Hopefully the current figure will help the reader to better understand and to be able to relate to the described method.

Fig 1: The upper transbulbar ultrasound image was recorded at baseline ICP -- the lower image was recorded at ICP of 40mmHg. All measurements were obtained 3 mm behind the papilla as indicated by the two stars connected with the dotted line. Optic nerve diameter increased from 0.36 cm to 0.48 cm as illustrated by the black arrow. Op-tic nerve sheath diameter increased from 0.79 cm to 0.86 cm as illustrated by the white arrow.
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Reviewer \#2: Thanks for replacing a diagram with actual ultrasound images. However, these provided images are not much superior compared to the diagram. While a slight variation of the imaging plane is acceptable, I find it disappointing that only fragments of the images are shown. The probe that you are using is excellent for this purpose, and could probably allow bypassing the lens; Judging by the similarity and quality of the patterns in the two images, it seems like the lens was indeed bypassed (or at least, transected with a similar aberration). But the reader should not have to guess (or remain oblivious to the fact that the lens may introduce major distortions and affect the measurements of the posterior structures). The reader does not learn from these images, nor do these images serve to assure the reader of proper technique hence accurate results. I would strongly recommend providing full images with a depth scale, otherwise my concerns are not alleviated.
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25 Dec 2019

Editor comments

Thank you for your revisions. Please address carefully the requested change by the second reviewer.

Response

Thank you for the possibility to address this important issue recognised by the second reviewer. The figure 1 has been replaced by a new figure 1.

Reviewer \#2:

Thanks for replacing a diagram with actual ultrasound images. However, these provid-ed images are not much superior compared to the diagram. While a slight variation of the imaging plane is acceptable, I find it disappointing that only fragments of the imag-es are shown. The probe that you are using is excellent for this purpose, and could probably allow bypassing the lens; Judging by the similarity and quality of the patterns in the two images, it seems like the lens was indeed bypassed (or at least, transected with a similar aberration). But the reader should not have to guess (or remain oblivious to the fact that the lens may introduce major distortions and affect the measurements of the posterior structures). The reader does not learn from these images, nor do these images serve to assure the reader of proper technique hence accurate results. I would strongly recommend providing full images with a depth scale, otherwise my concerns are not alleviated.

Response

Thank you for this very valid comment. We have followed your recommendation and we have provided the full images with a depth scale. As you can see both images rep-resent images made from high definition zooms with a zoom box size of 2 cm -- there-fore the depth scale does not start at 0.

In both ultrasound images the lenses were indeed bypassed and therefore no major distorsions were caused by the lens nor were the measurements affected.

We have further supplemented the legend of the figure as follows:

The upper transbulbar ultrasound image was recorded at baseline ICP -- the lower im-age was recorded at ICP of 40mmHg. All measurements were obtained 3 mm behind the papilla as indicated by the two stars connected with the dotted line. Optic nerve di-ameter increased from 0.36 cm to 0.48 cm as illustrated by the black arrow. Optic nerve sheath diameter increased from 0.79 cm to 0.86 cm as illustrated by the white arrow.

In both ultrasound images the lens was bypassed in order to obtain the most accurate display of the posterior structures of the eye. Further both images were made by using a high definition zoom box of 2 cm size.

10.1371/journal.pone.0228242.r005
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